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1. 
Location and General Description 
The Nixon Township Special Dl'ainage District is in DeWitt and 
Macon counties of the state of Illinois. The land is in four 
townships, as follows:- T. 19,N., R. 4 E.: T. 18, N., R. 4 E.; 
T. 19,N., R. 3 E.; T. 18,N., R. 3 E., reference being made to the 
third principal meridian. The _boundary lines are quite regular 
and enclose a D shaped area, five and three quarter miles long, 
and four miles wide. The longer dimension extends north and south 
with the straight side of the Don the west. 
The main ditch empties at the southeastern corner of the area. 
It extends, from that point north and northeasterly for about fou:r 
miles, being approximately one-half mile from the southeastern 
boundary. Then it turns to the northwest and continues for about 
five miles further. on this length it is about one mile from the 
northeastern boundary. 
Lateral A, which is the only one of' any importance, branches 
off about one mile above the outlet of the main ditch. It extends 
northwestward from this point for nearly fou~ miles, being 
parallel to the upper part of' the main ditch. The other lateral 
ditches are small enough to be drained by medium sized tile, and 
will not be taken up in this work. 
The entire distri ct is comparatively flat, the upper part very 
rrruch so. The land slopes gently to the ditch except in the lower 
part of the district. Here fair sized hills are encountered. The 
main ditch has a constant fall of about five feet per mile. 
Lateral A has the same amount for the upper half, but nearly nine 
feet per mile on the lower half. 
2. 
The land is a rich black loam, very productive, and sells for 
$150.00 to $190.00 p8r acre. The cheapest land is that which is 
poorly or not at all drained. Of this, there is none that cannot 
be made first class by the proposed improvement. corn is the 
principal grain raised, and the land is so fertile that a single 
year's crop is often worth from forty to fifty dollars per acre. 
3. 
survey 
The main ditch and Lateral A were chained, stakes being driven 
flush with the surface every one hundred feet. Profile levels 
were run on these stakes, and readings taken on the bottom of the 
ditch at every fifth station. Tv;o check level lj_nes were run from 
the head of the ditch to the outlet. These lines were carried along 
the public roads, for convenience, and were kept as near the outer 
boundary as possible. one followed the western boudary and the 
other the eastern. The latter crossed the ditch at several points, 
and check readings were taken on the profile level hubs. 
A transit and stadia traverse line was run down the ditch. 
Turning points were made on level stakes or on hubs near by. Shots 
were taken to obtain a contour map, and to locate the crooks and 
turns of the ditch. Only ruling points were taken, but, as the 
surface was very regular, a map, sufficiently accurate for the 
purpose, was obtained from the readings. Levels were not carried 
along by the transit, as the turning points were always so near 
t he ditch that the elevation could be picked up from the profile 
stakes. A similar transit and stadia survey wa.s made o:f Lateral A. 
The bound.ary lines of the main district and of' ·sub-district 
A. were determined by transit and stadia methods . A travers line 
was run near tl1e ridges, - being usually along the roads, - and fre-
quent points on the line were located. . Elevations of these points 
were obtained by carrying a level line with the transit. The check 
level lines were encountered quite often, and it was never necessary 
4 . 
to carry the level line long distances . No chaining between turn-
ing points was done, the distance being obtained by stadia. Sights 
o:f one-half to thr8e-quarters of a mile were made. on these long 
sights the instru.-nent was set up in between turning points and the 
stadia read backsight and :foresight. Enough set-ups were made to 
cover the distance, and the sum of all the readings gave the 
measurement. These intermediate set-ups were lined in by the 
eye, and could be made quickly, for it was not necessary to 
plumb over a point or be accurately leveled. 
5. 
Design 
Poncelet, s forrrru.las for velocity and discl1arge of tile drains 
were used in designing. These f'orrrru.las are easily used, and are 
known to give quantities which correspond closely to the actual 
measurement of discharge of drains. Recent investigations have 
been made by the College of Agriculture of the University of 
Illinois, using a tipping bucket to measure the discha:vge, and the 
results obtained verify the reliability of the above forrrru.las. 
They are also rec01mnended by c. G. Elliot, Expert in Drainage, 
United states Department of Agriculture. Poncelet•s formulas are.-
v = 48 'J d f 
1 + 54d 
and 
Q . av. 
where v . velocity in feet per second. 
d .. diameter of drain in feet. 
f t f'eet of fall in the length of drain. .... 
""' 
1 
-
length of drain in feet. I 
a .... area of drain in sq. ft. 
~ 
Q ;. clischarge in cu. ft. per second. 
The tile drains were designP-d to discharge one-fourth inch 
of water, from tlie area draining into them, in twen ty--four hours. 
No very large tile drains were used, as they were found to be much 
more expensive than an open ditch of equal capacity, and the open 
ditch allowed an excess of area that is used in caring for the 
ex t remely he avy rainfalls which occur at long intervals of time. 
6. 
The price of land and the values o:f the crops are so high in this 
district, that it is desirable to provide for these occasional 
floods, and, to do so by large tile, would make a prohibitive cost. 
An open ditch can be made large enough to provide :for any run-off 
that. is likely to occur, at but little more expense than one which 
provides only for the ordinary maximum, and, because of this, the 
open ditch is given preference over tile in this design. 
The sizes of the open ditches were determined largely by the 
profile, and by taking reasonable widths of bottom. In general 
the open ditches have a cross section greatly in excess of that 
required, because it was desired to lower the water level to a 
depth which vould. give good out-lets to tile, and provide good 
drainage to adjacent land during high water. It was also expected 
that the ditch would fill to a certain extent, in places, as the 
velocity of' the current would not be great enough to scour a 
channel in this black soil. Gentle slopes were given the banks in 
order to prevent caving. These considerations fixed the general 
dimensions of the open ditches, and they were investigaten by the 
following formula given by Elliot in his book "Engineering for 
Land Drainage".-
v = -,) JL X 1 1/ 2 f 
p 
Q = a v 
where, 
v = velocity in feet per second 
a = area o~ cross section of water in ditch 
p wetted perimeter of the ditch 
f; feet of fall per mile 
Q "" discharge in cubic feet per second. 
7. 
It was assumed that the ditch should be able to fischarge 
one half' inch of ,vater from the drained area in twenty-f'pur hours, 
while running three-fourths to seven-eighths full. All "Vrere 
investigated at occafdonal points to ascertain if they '1'7'0Uld do 
this. The sizes of ditches and tile as designed, are as follows :-
Main Ditch 
Stations Bottom Slope of cut ft . Excavations 
'lid th Bank cu. yds. 
Ft. 
1/4 0 to 66 + 21 10 1 to 1 10 to 11 65,274.7 
66 + 21 to 142 8 
" 
11 to 12 73,7$8.7 
142 to 245 7 ti 11 to 12 90,724.9 
245 to 3~4 t 60 6 ti 7 to 11 64,877.5 
*o to 94 4 II 6 to 9 37!954.0 
Total---- 332,619.8 
94 to 108 22 in.tile 
108 to 115 20 II II 
115 to 125 18 ti II 
125 to 138t-H3 15 
" " 
Lateral A. 
stations Bottom Slope of Cut Ft. Excavation 
Width Ft . Bank 
0 to 93 6 1 1/4 
93 to 160 4 II 
Cu. yds . 
to 1 G to 8 35,284 . G 
G to 8 1/2 26 , 836 . G 
160 to 175 27 in, tile 
175 to 185 24 II 11 
Total . 62,121.2 
185 to 1 9 7+30 22 II 11 
• Numbering of staker-: begm1 arn~w at 3!";4 t, 60. .'3!')4 + 60 = o of 
· new numbers . 
Estimate on Tile 
!1ain Ditch 
Size Length Price Wt Av. Cost of Cost of Ton mi Cost of Cost of Av. Cos! of rill- Toto! Toto! 
of rt per p6'r cor- freight freight of wagon wagon cut d~iglng 1ng co.st cost 
tile Ft. Ft. load per per wagon haul haul Ft. d, ch and ditch per (in) (lbs) .rt 100 lbs. . rt. haul per per laying !lie per rt. 
r. mi r{ per rt. Ft. 
22. 14-00 $0.38 1/0 eta ./I 0. 08 JJ0.089 182 . .5 ,/J0.4..5 //0. 0618 6.J ,!J0.0907 {10.00/ ,!I0.6326 l!tJ88.6"1-
t:O 700 O • .J.2 .94 e.54' o:oa. 0.08.5 Ba . .3 0.4S 0.0528 6.,5 0.08.5"8 0,00/ 0.,544-7 381.29 
/8 1000 0.27 67 350 0.09 0.060 8J.8 0.4..5 0.0378 6.?. 0.0744- 0.00/ 0.44..Ji!. 443.20 
IS' l..Ji!.O (}. /8 ..50 480 0 . 09 0.04.5 812.S 0.4.5 O.Oi!8 7.0 0.071,5 0.001 O.JZ..55 428.66 
$2/J8.7.9 
Lateral A. 
27 1500 .J0.585 184 /JO .$0.09 , $0./65 58$.0 #OAS ./JO.I 75 6.8 $0. /215 ~0.00/ $1. 046.5 .:/11568.75 
2.4 1000 0.46 Iii! i!.I+ 0 .09 0.10 i!..38,0 0.46 0.107 6.8 0 . /07,!!. 0.001 0, 7642. 764.+8 
,!!.?.. /i?.JO 0.J8 110 i!.18 0.08 0.08.9 c!.88.0 0.4.f' (). /0.5 6 . .5 0.0945 OJ)O/ 0.6785 tJ34.,55 
./13 /66.li?. 
- }O 
Ditch 
Side Slopes are 1 1/4 to 1 on all ditches 
Width of' 
Bottom 
Pt. 
10 
8 
7 
6 
4 
6 
4 
Length 
Ft . 
6621 
7579 
10300 
10960 
940 0 
9300 
6700 
Excavation 
cu. Yds. 
6fi,274.68 
73,788.75 
90,724.88 
64,877.51 
37 ,954. 01 
Lateral A. 
35,284. 58 
26,836.63 
Estimate 
Price per Cost 
cu. Yd. 
10 cts. 
Total 
10 cts. 
[~6,527.47 
7,378.87 
9,072 . 49 
6,487.75 
3,795 . 40 
' 
---$ 33,261.98 
$ 3,528.46 
2,683 . 66 
Total----- $ 6,212;12 
Total 6ost of Main Ditch.-
Open Ditch complete --- ---------------------$33, 261. ·93 
'l' ile laid complete --- ---------------------- 2, l.'39. 79 
Engineering, 5 per cent. ------------------- 1,770.09 
Administration and legal procr;edings,fees,etc. 
10 per cent. 3,540.18 
Total------ $ 40,712. 04 
Total cost o~ Lateral A. 
Open ditch complete----------------------- $6,212. 12 
Tile comple te------------------------------- 3,168.72 
Engineering complete , 5 per cent. ---------- 469 . 04 
Ad.'T.inistration, l egal proceedings, fees, 
etc., 10 per cent. ------------------------- 938.08 
Total---------- $10, 787 . 96 
9. 
Classification of Lamd. 
Land •..rhich received the greatest benefit was classified at 
100 per cent. Lands which received le8s benefit ~ere listed at 
10. 
60 per cent, 40 per cent, 20 per cent, and 10 per cent; the inten-
tion being to have the per cent representing the classification 
vary with the benefit received. 
one hundred. :per cent land was determined by passing a plane 
six feet above the bottom of the existing ditch, and parallel to 
its slope. The intersection of this plane with the surface of the 
land was taken as the boundary line of the one hundred per cent 
land. The distance from this boundary line to the ditch depended 
upon the shape of the basin, and the dept', of the ditch. In a 
broad flat basin and sha1iow ditch, many acres were enclosed, 
while a deep ditch in a narrow basin was bordered by only a narrow 
strip. But a farm which is low and flat and but a few feet above 
the bottom of the ditch is greatly benefited by the improvement, 
and it is only fair that it should have more acres o:f the one hun-
dred per cent land than the farm that lies high and dry above the 
ditch with only a narrow strip of wet ground along the ditch. Six 
feet was chosen as the proper height to pass the plane above the 
ditch because it would give a line that included all the land which 
is materially damaged by the ditch in wet seasons. Much of this 
area is very often entirely bare of crops because of high water. 
The remainder is land in which the yield is reduced, because of the 
wet condition of the ground, and the poor cultivation it receives 
on that account. All of this land, when properly drained, is the 
most productive of the land in the district, and sells at the 
11. 
highest prices. rt is the only part whose market price is notice-
ably raised because of the improvement. rt is proper, therefore, 
that it should be classified at the highest rate. 
The boundaries of the lands which were classified at the rates 
less than one hundred per cent, were determined by interpolating 
between the one hundred per cent boundary and the outer edge of 
the district. This was done because there was not sufficient 
field data to determine them according to the method used above. 
In actual practice, this additional field work should be done, 
and those boundaries located as carefully as the one hundred per 
cent boundary. The maps of the United. states Geological Survey 
would probably give all the data needed. to locate these boundaries 
in sections of the country-where that survey is completed. In this 
case they were not available and it was not thought advisable to 
do this extra field work for a thesi'3. The method is clearly 
presented and illustrated in the case of the one hundred per cent 
land, and the interpolations are introduced in order to show the 
relationship of assessments on the various tracts of land and to 
complete the assessment roll. 
The method of making the assessments of taxes, as required 
by law, leaves the matter in the hands of the drainage commissioners, 
~ith slight assistance by the engineer. They are required to visit 
all parts of the district and assign an assessment number of 100 
per cent, 90 per cent, so per cent, etc ., to each forty acre tract. 
Thmir judgment only guides them, and they are required to assess 
all lands as nearly in proportion to the benefit which it receives 
12. 
as possible. This method is open to severe criticism. Favoritism 
may be practiced by the corKJissioners, who are men residing in the 
district and likely to nave private dislikes and jealousies which 
influence them in their classification. In some cases it is likely 
the co:rrrnissioners will have their lands similarly situated. They 
-
are very apt to make a low asseRsment, on this kind of land in order 
to profit individually. Direct bribery could hardly be included 
__ as an object,on, as it might prevent the pro}Jer working of any system. 
But even though the contnissioners are strictly honest,they are 
confronted with a very difficult problem. It is not an easy 
matter to determine the benefit which a tract of land receives. The 
lay of the land may be such as to be very deceptive to the eye. 
The direction of slope and amount of fall are often quite different 
from what the experienced engineer sup::;oses them to be, and the 
drainage commissioners,- to whom the business is entirely new,-
~re quite likely to err in their decisions. Corn.~iRsioners give 
various interpretations to the law in rP.gard to assessments. some 
districts. have a range of from one hundred per cent to seventy per 
cent, while in others they run from one hundred per cent to five 
per cent. The lowest rate in the first cas8 is paying an enormously 
greater tax than the lowest in the second, and it is hard to believe 
that both rates vary with the benefits. 
With the~e condi tions , it is easy to see that the method of 
allowing the rates to be determined by the judgment of' the com-
missioners is a very poor one. Probably no system could be intro-
duced which would give rates satisfactory to all concerned, but the 
13. 
method proposed and used in this thesis is intended to remedy 
some of the defects :found in the legal method. The engineer is 
given more of a voice in this pa.rt of the work. He, being more 
experienced and disinterested, is in a position to more justly 
judge the benefits, and, as it is necessary to employ him on other 
par\s of the work, it seems economical to have the aid of his pro-
fessional knowledge in this par~ also. In the proposed method, 
instrumental work, whicn is impartial to all, is substituted for 
much of the judging and guessing. Each class of l and is defined, 
and the amount each man has is measured. Even though poor judgment 
is shown in choosing the conditions which fix the classes, all 
lands of a particular class profit or suffer alike, and there is 
less likelihood of injustice being done to a class than to a single 
:farm. The law allows adjustments to be made in the assessment roll 
if it is not satisfactory. Tllese can be more easily made by the 
pro:posed method, because the land is divided into tracts each one 
of which contains land of the same character. If' a general pro-
test arises over the :first classification, a revised one can be 
made by changing the rates of the various tracts. It is believed 
much of the objections which arise from one man thinking his land 
assessed higher than his neighbor, will disappear, because both 
will be subject to the Rame rulei:; in determining the classes of 
land, and the acreage of each will be actually measured. The 
judgment of the commissioners can be used to good advantage in 
:fixing the conditions which are to def'ine each class of land. They 
are usually well informed concerning how high the water rises and 
the amount of land damaged by floods. ·when they have decided what 
14. 
land in general is most benefited, the engineer can decide at what 
height the plane mentioned before should be, in order to include 
all this land. The height of other planes can be determined in a 
similar manner, then the engineer should be allowed to make his 
survey and accurately determine the number of acres each man has 
of each class. It will practically involve his making a contour 
map or using one already made. It is believed better results will 
be obtained because the classes of land are more nearly in propor-
tion to benefits received and the method prevents discrimination 
between land owners. 
Assessment Roll 
of 
15. 
Nixon Township Special Drainage District. 
Total estimated cost 
Amount assessed against 
II 
II 
ti 
It 
11 
II 
11 
II 
ti 
I.C. R. R. 
Creek Township highways 
Nixon Township highways 
Friends Creek highways 
$40,712.04 
500.00 
642.48 
389.39 
194.69 
Balance to be assessed against farm lands e 38, 985. 48 
sec- Clas- Total 
Name of ownertion A6res sifi-Pro- Assess- ,acres in Total assess-
No. ca- duct ment dist. ment 
tion 
A t1cins, J. 25 
Anenger, Robt. 36 
Baker,wm. 21 
Bales,c.c. 21 
Bergland,Eric29 
(Trustee ) 
Berhler,H. 2 
326 
314 
8.5 
91.2 
20.3 
8. 
19.3 
158.0 
303.1 
80.8 
54.5 
32.4 
67.2 
12.8 
Bird Est. 20 49.8 
Bopp,Geo. 6 
Brennan,M. 12 
60 
4.8 
13.3 
14.9 
8.0 
7.1 
9.6 
43.8 
52.2 
14.4 
40 
20 
60 
40 
20 
10 
10 
100 
60 
40 
20 
10 
20 
10 
20 
10 
100 
60 
40 
20 
10 
60 
40 
20 
10 
13040 
6280 
510 
3648 
406 
80 
193 
15800 
18186 
3232 
1090 
324 
1344 
138 
996 
600 
480 
798 
596 
160 
71 
576 
1752 
1044 
144 
$1240 .36 
597.36 
48.51 
347.02 
38.58 
7.61 
18.34 
1502.92 
1735.03 
307.44 
107.42 
30.82 
127.84 
12.16 
94.75 
57.10 
45.66 
75.91 
56.69 
15.21 
6.75 
54.79 
166.66 
99.25 
13.70 
640 
120 
8 
19.3 
628.8 
80 
109.8 
48.l 
120 
$1837.72 
434.11 
7.61 
18.34 
3683.63 
140.00 
151. 85 
200.22 
334.40 
16. 
Name of Sec- Acres Classi- Pro- Assess- Total Total assess-
owner tion fica- duct ment acres in roent 
No. tion dist. 
Camp,E.J. 6 19.5 100 1950 185.49 95.3 590.91 
61. 5 60 3690 351. 01 
14.3 40 572 54.41 
Cavender, 
D.M. 21 14.9 10 149 14.18 14.9 14.18 
Cof'fman,c. 
Est. 30 83. 60 4980 473.72 300. 1299.40 
217 40 8680 825.68 
Coffman, 
H. C. 31 61. 2 100 6120 582.16 213.6 1077.96 
47.8 60 2868 272.82 
31.4 40 1256 119.48 
35.6 20 712 67.75 
37.6 10 376 35.75 
Coffman, 
J.N. 18 2.8 40 112 10.65 79.2 105.58 
23.4 20 468 44.51 
53.0 10 530 50.42 
Coulter, 
Rebecca 6 7.8 100 780 74.20 116.3 392.42 
22.9 60 1374 130.70 
26.8 40 1072 101. 97 
31. 2 20 624 59.32 
27.6 10 276 26.23 
Cox, Wm. 23 34.8 20 696 66.20 40 71.14 
5.2 10 52 4.94 
cramer,P. 23 50. 20 1000 95.15 160 199.69 
110 10 1100 104.54 
Danforth, 
A.H. 6 2.3 100 230 21.88 69.6 210.22 
11. 0 60 660 62.78 
19.1 40 764 72.68 
18.4 20 368 35.00 
18.8 10 188 17.88 
Danison,E. 13 10.6 100 1060 100.83 80.0 433.00 
35.8 60 2148 204.32 
33.6 40 1344 127.85 
17. 
Name of Sec- Acres Classi- Pro- Assess- Total Total assess 
owner tion fie a- duct ment ac1~es in ment 
No. tion dist. 
Davenport, 
c. 24 10.9 40 436 41:-47 60 134.89 
49.1 20 932 93.42 
Davenport, 
J . 24 66.6 60 3996 380.12 100 507.21 
33.4 40 1336 127.09 
Day,I. 13 17.4 60 1044 99.31 80 299.27 
42.5 40 1700 161. 71 
20.1 20 402 38.25 
Day, P. M. 13 56.2 100 5620 534.60 80 670.74 
23.8 60 1428 135.84 
Disbro 23 7.8 10 78 7.41 7.8 7.41 
Ehnan,J. 36 54.0 40 2160 205.47 120 289.23 
66.0 20 1320 83.76 
Emery,J. 11 6.5 60 390 37.10 70 200 .25 
29.2 40 1168 111.11 
20.4 20 408 38.82 
13.9 10 139 13.22 
Emery, 
Mary 11 8.0 20 160 15.21 33.5 39.44 
25.5 10 255 24.23 
Fairbanks, 
s. 31 3.6 100 360 34.25 80 290.98 
19.2 60 1152 109.58 
24.3 40 972 -92.46 
24.6 20 492 46.80 
8.3 10 83 7.89 
Gaddis, H. 26 80.0 10 800 76.10 80.0 76.10 
Galaway, 
J. 32 5.3 100 530 50.42 95.8 269.99 
2.1 60 126 11.99 
29.6 40 1184 112.63 
29.4 20 588 56.00 
29.4 10 294 28.95 
18. 
Name of sec- Acres Classi- Pro- Assess- Total Total 
owner tion f'ica- duct ment acres assess-
No. tion in ment 
dist. 
Gale,C.A. 30 57.9 60 3474 330.47 120 566.76 
62.1 40 2484 236.29 
Gano,D.L. 14 8.2. 20 164 15.59 80 83._91 
71. 8 10 718 68.32 
Gano,Est. 14 3.5 20 70 6.66 36.! 47.32 
22.8 10 228 21.64 
11 10 20 200 19.02 
Garrigus, 
H. 12 25 10 250 23.76 78.4 105.74 
18 3.6 30 108 
36.3 20. 726 69.15 
3.5 10 135 12.83 
Gohen,B. 32 1 40 40 3.80 38.G 54.76 
16.3 20 326 30.72 
21. 3 10 216 20.24 
Graham, 
J.D. 13 9.6 100 960 91. 32 280. 1134.99 
58.3 60 3498 332.75 
57.0 40 2280 216.88 
35.1 20 702 66.75 
24 30.3 60 1818 172.93 
49.7 40 1988 189.11 
14 28.6 20 572 54.42 
11. 4 10 114 10.83 
Harden, 
T.B. 30 25. 100 2500 237.81 80 551. 73 
55 60 3300 313.92 
Harper,J. 11 1. 6 20 32 3.22 20 2 0 .70 
18.4 10 184 17.48 
Heinley 2 30.3 10 303 28.81 30.3 28.81 
Hendrix 
Est. 26 53.5 10 535 50.80 160 253.40 
106.5 20 2130 202.60 
Hendrix, 
Viary D. 35 112.2 20 2244 211.50 160 257.00 
47.8 10 478 45.50 
Hendrix,T. 26 103.5 20 20'ZO 196.~6 160 250.44 
56.5 10 565 53.68 
19. 
Name of Sec- Acres Classi- Pro- Assess- Total Total 
owner tion :fica- duct ment acres assessment 
No. tion in 
dist. 
Hendrix, 
W.R. 35 80 10 800 76.10 80 . 76.10 
Heshett, 
J. 11 24 10 240 22.80 24 22.80 
Kingston, 
A. 13 4.4 100 440 418.55 155 1051. 74 
52.4 60 3144 299.08 
23.2 40 928 8 8 .28 
18 2.2 60 132 12.56 
49.8 40 1992 189.49 
23.0 20 460 43.78 
Lafferty, 
I" V • 20 4.1 40 164 15.60 22.5 41. 65 
9.0 20 180 17.12 
9.4 10 94 8.93 
Lane, w. 
14 1.1 60 66 6.28 89 174.70 
10.6 40 421 40.33 
33.8 20 676 G4.32 
33.5 10 3 .3 !') 31.82 
11 6.8 40 272 25.87 
3.2 20 64 6.08 
Long,A. 18 10.5 10 105 99.88 10.5 99.88 
Long,Wm.. 24 80 20 1600 152.11 80 · 152.11 
McNier,S & 
N. 18 15.4 100 1540 146.49 60 391.34 
39.5 60 2370 225.44 
5.1 40 204 19.41 
Marsh , R. 18 24.1 60 1446 137.55 155 495.34 
6 6 .2 40 2648 251. 89 
46.6 20 932 8 8 .68 
18.1 10 181 17.22 
Massay, 
Est. 36 80 40 3200 304.40 80 304.40 
Massay, T. 36 9 40 360 34.24 40 93.24 
31 20 620 59.00 
Melvin, H. .32 2.1 20 42 3.99 13.7 14.03 
11. 6 10 116 10.04 
Moore,Est. 26 80.0 10 800 76.10 1349.2 5683.16 
19 188. t:; 100 18850 1793.10 
373.5 60 22410 2131.70 
?4.6 40 2984 283.85 
9.4 20 188 17.88 
20. 
Nameo:f Sec- Acres 0lassi- Pro- Assess- Total Total 
owner tion fica- duct ment acres assesgment 
No. tion in 
dist. 
Moore,Er-it. 23 202.1 10 2021 192.20 
24 35.1 60 2106 200.33 
122.1 40 4884 464.59 
2.8 20 56 5.33 
20 5.7 60 342 32.53 
86.8 40 3472 330.27 
67.5 20 1350 52.41 
17 7.1 20 142 13.51 
94 10 940 89.36 
Morrow, 
M. 11 3.7 40 148 14.08 50 97.04 
40.9 20 818 77.82 
5.4 10 54 5.14 
Munch,N. 36 111.8 60 6708 638.04 325 1534.88 
168.2 40 6728 640.00 
31 45 60 2700 256.84 
Myers,M.E. 6 26.8 100 2680 259.94 85.7 522.33 
33.7 60 2022 192.34 
14.7 40 588 55.93 
9.6 20 192 18.26 
0.9 10 9 0.86 
M:yers,F.W. 1 65.8 60 3948 375.55 165 999.94 
14.2 40 568 54.03 
31 7.1 100 710 67.54 
76.1 GO 4566 434.33 
1.8 40 72 68.49 
Myers,s. 35 74 10 740 70.32 74 70.32 
Olson,N. 20 57.4 100 5740 546.01 
132.5 60 7950 756.19 240 1496.26 
- 50.1 40 2004 194.06 
Parker,D. 11 3.7 100 370 37.20 80 355.37 
32.8 60 1968 187.20 
26.6 40 1064 101. 21 
14.4 20 288 27.38 
2.5 10 25 2.38 
Parker,D. 
& E. 18 1. 8 100 180 17.12 35 184.16 
21.4 60 1284 122.14 
11. 8 40 472 44.90 
21. 
Name of sec- Acres Classi- Pro- Assess- Total Total 
owner tion fica- duct ment acres assessment 
No. tion in 
dist. 
Parker, N. 18 63.2 100 6320 601.16 99 805.48 
21. 8 60 1308 124.42 
19 14 60 840 79.90 
Parmer 35 112.3 20 2246 213.60 295.3 387.41 
Est. 183.0 10 1830 173.81 
Pearl, G. 30 3.2 100 320 30.44 80 468.77 
76.8 60 4608 438.33 
Peterson, 20 3.2 40 128 12.18 80 126.94 
G. 43.9 20 878 83.51 
32.9 10 329 31. 25 
Rainey,J. 30 80 60 4800 45G.60 80 456.60 
Sackett,M. 12 19.7 40 788 74.96 117.6 209.69 
43.8 20 876 83.35 
16.5 10 165 15.68 
7 37.6 10 376 35.70 
Spainhour, 
c. 11 r; 5_3 10 553 52.62 55.3 52.62 
Stone Est. 31 9.2 100 920 87.51 100.5 608.61 
91. 3 60 5478 521.10 
Swigart,c. 1 88.8 40 3552 337.84 160 472.24 
70.l 20 1402 133.36 
1.1 10 11 1. 04 
Thompson, c. 12 32.1 20 642 61.15 89.3 115.57 
57.2 10 572 54.42 
Thompson, R. 12 3.4 20 68 6.47 40 41. 27 
36.6 10 366 34.80 
Thorpe,J. 14 14.7 100 1470 139.83 360 1434.06 
24.3 60 1458 138.69 
44.0 40 1760 167.42 
37.0 20 740 70.41 
13 47.3 100 4730 449.94 
38.8 60 2.'328 221. 44 
28.5 40 1140 108.44 
5.4 20 108 10.27 
23 14.2 20 284 27.02 
105.8 10 1058 100.60 
Trum.me 1, C. 2 35.1 10 351 33.41 35.1 33.41 
22. 
Name of' Sec- Acres Classi- Pro- Assess- Total Total 
owner tion fie a- duct ment acres assessment 
No. tion in 
dist. 
Twist,F. 14 7.5 10 75 7.13 7.5 7.13 
Trummel, F. 2 16.8 10 168 15.96 16.8 15.96 
Vantrees,G. 31 11. 0 100 1100 104.64 120 709.64 
100 60 6000 570.75 
9.0 40 360 34.25 
warner, Est. 12 36.8 60 2208 210.03 298.2 871. 43 
29.8 40 1192 113.39 
13.4 20 268 25.44 
18.2 10 182 17.32 
26 160 10 1600 152.20 
13 32.8 100 3280 312.0l 
7.2 60 432 41. 09 
VJelge,c. 2 8.3 20 166 15.78 80.1 84.10 
71. 8 10 718 68.32 
Welge,H. 1 9.2 20 184 17.50 61. 2 66.98 
52.0 10 520 49.48 
Williams, 1 7.6 100 760 72.30 221.3 671. 32 
Est. 34.2 60 2052 195.19 
65.0 40 2600 247.33 
50.0 20 1000 95.15 
64.5 10 615 61.35 
Williams, 24 78. 40 3120 296.79 160 312.38 
G. 82 20 1640 15.59 
Zoger,J. 28 15.8 20. 316 30.05 75.5 86.80 
59.7 10 597 56.75 
6 2.5 20 50 4.76 14.9 16.54 
12.4 10 124 11. 78 
6 23.6 10 236 22.42 23.6 22.42 
Totals---10,878.4 409,834 38,985.48 10,878.4 38,985.48 
23. 
Assessment Roll 
of 
Lateral A. 
Total estimated cost 
--------------------------------
$10,787.96 
Amount assessed against Nixon Township highways------ 23.45 
II II II creek II II 246.25 
Balance to be assessed against farm lands ------------$10,518.26 
Name of sec- Acres Classi- Pro- Assess- Total TotA.l 
owner tion fica- duct ment acres assess-
No. tion in ment 
dist 
Anenger,K. 36 104 10 1040 77.79 120 116.69 
6 20 120 8.98 
10 40 400 29.92 
Atkins,J. 25 151 100 15100 1129.48 577 2455.18 
211 60 12660 946.97 
74 40 2960 219.41 
72 20 1440 107.71 
69 10 690 51. 61 
BerhlP-r,H. 2 29 10 290 21.69 29 21. 69 
Co:f:fman, Est. 30 12 10 120 8.98 12 8.98 
cox,wm. 23 2 60 120 8.98 40 122.68 
38 40 1520 113.70 
Cramer, P. 23 72 100 7200 538.56 160 903.58 
68 60 4080 305.18 
20 40 800 59.84 
Danison,E. 13 24 10 240 17.95 24 17.95 
Davenport, 24 6 40 240 17.95 12 26.93 
c. 6 6 20 120 8.98 
Disbro, 23 7 60 420 31.42 10 40. 40 
3 40 120 8.98 
Ehman, J. 36 82 40 3280 245.34 120 302.19 
38 20 760 56.85 
Gaddis, H. 26 22 40 880 65.83 80 138.39 
39 20 780 58.35 
19 10 190 14.21 
Gano, D. L. 14 9 40 360 26.93 80 108.47 
38 20 760 56.85 
33 10 330 24.69 
24. 
Name of SecT Acres Clasfd- Pro- Assess- Total Total 
owner tion fica- duct ment acres assess-
No. tion in ment 
dist. 
Graham, 13 9 20 180 13.47 99 104.73 
50 10 500 37.40 
14 3 40 120 
35 20 700 52.36 
2 10 20 1. 50 
Hendrix Est.26 17 GO 1020 76.30 160 463.76 
116 40 4640 347.07 
27 20 540 40.39 
Hendrix,J.W.35 39 20 780 58.35 80 89.02 
41 10 410 30.67 
Hendrix, T. 26 42 100 4200 314.16 160 779.42 
75 60 4500 336 .60 
43 40 1720 128.66 
Hendrix, 35 58 40 2320 173.54 160 326.13 
Mary D. 102 20 2040 152.8~ 
Long, 1.vm. 24 17 60 1020 76 .30 22 91.26 
5 40 200 14.96 
Moore Est. 23 40 100 4000 299.20 291 994.11 
84 60 5040 376.99 
53 40 2120 158.58 
29 20 580 43.39 
24 5 10 50 3.74 
26 12 40 480 35.91 
36 20 720 52.36 
32 10 320 23.94 
Massey 36 4 100 400 29.92 80 333.61 
Est. 51 60 3060 228.89 
25 40 1000 74.80 
Massey,T. 36 30 60 1800 134.64 40 164.56 
10 40 400 29.92 
Munch,N. 31 14 100 1400 104.72 307 1293.29 
. 18 60 1280 80.78 
5 40 200 14.96 
4 20 80 5.98 
4 10 40 2.99 
36 32 100 3200 239.36 
126 60 7560 565 .49 
85 40 3400 254.32 
14 20 280 20.95 
B 10 50 3.74 
25. 
Name of Sec- Acres Classi- Pro- Assess- Total Total 
owner tion fica- duct ment acres 
assess-
No. tion in ment 
dist. 
Myers,F.W. 1 2 20 40 2.99 51 192.23 
49 10 490 36.65 
31 10 100 1000 74.80 35 
12 60 720 53.8G 
5 40 200 14.96 
4 20 80 5.98 
4 10 40 2.99 
Myers,M.E. 6 4 100 400 29.92 10 41.15 
1 GO GO 4.49 
1 40 40 2.99 
1 20 20 1. 50
3 10 30 2.25
Myers,s. 35 71 10 710 53.11 71 53.11 • 
Parmer 35 76 20 1520 113.70 236 233.38 
160 10 1600 119.68 
stone Est. 31 9 100 900 67.32 77 286.49 
38 GO 2280 170.54 
9 40 360 26.93 
8 20 160 11. 97 
13 10 130 9.73 
Swigart, c. 1 67 10 670 50.12 G7 50.12 
Thorpe,J. 14 3 20 60 4.49 157 453.08 
34 10 340 25.43 
23 53 60 3180 237.86 
57 40 2280 170.34 
10 20 200 14.96 
Vantrees,G. 31 1 60 60 4.49 17 24.68 
2 40 80 5.98 
5 20 100 7.48 
9 "'10 90 6.73 
Warner,Est. 14 7 10 70 5.24 167 180.27 
26 74 20 1480 110.70 
86 10 860 64.33 
Welge,c. 2 3 10 30 2.25 3 2.25 
Williams, 24 29 20 580 43.39 65 70.32 
G. !56 10 360 26.93 
Totals 3,619 140,610 10,518.26 3,619 10,518.26 




